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ABSTRACT S
) ' LY
~ . 1 T . ) s ) P )
Faculty, adwinistrators, ID statf, and graduate students involved in
- / instructional developrient within higher education generated and ranked
tactors instrurental in the successful operation of Instructional Develop-
muﬂtyﬁcntérﬁ (IDC). Twenty facters were selected, then rated in order of -
o percelved importapce and ability to be manipulated by the administp&tieﬂ~
“and by ghe IDC, Redults indicated in this initial study that factors rs}at—
' o8 to administration (hudgetary support, placement of the IDC in the
! . higrurchy‘ and rewards: to faculty); and to the IDC (skills of stafd and \
di;cé\pr) are better indicasors of success than factors related to IDC
irage and faculty skills., The\factors that facilitate ID appear to devolveé
FE . from the "concerns” of the individual rather' than the position he/she holds.
T ~ . : PR : . &
The model derived from this analysYs provides a paradigm for decisien-piking
< in the establishment, operation and promotion of instructional devebefment
' within the institution. w0 \ : - .
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S _ INTRODUCTION - '
.« -/ -«
./ Over the past ten years systems models of the instructional .development
. : N

process have: proliferated almost at computer speed. No longer are these models

the ;ole property of\fhé educational technologist. At every level of educa-

.~

tion from kindergarden to higher education, administrators,. teachers and even

students are attempting to deffme teaching and‘learning activities in terms of
e ‘ A\ ]
systems models. Despite the somewhat inconclusive reSearch evidence on the
~ ' -
- [ ‘ a b
9 ; effectiveness of instructional devglopment, many institutions have attempted

J to implement the prohess in order to encourage innovative alternative programs

"

or to improve existing programs. N
Two of the most commonly used systems models for instructional develop—

ment (ID) have been Ehe product development model and the organizational .model.

The'Iy product development model has been most™useful to the instructional
Y, : .
L3

. dgvcloper in giving guidance on defining instructional components such as Co

performance objectives, pretest, instructional activities and/ resdurces, post--
~ oo ‘ R
tests and revision  of products and- procedures based on empiric evidé:ce.

w

The second type tf model prbvides dinformation on organizatio al-procedures in

implementing curricular and ID seg%ices within ¥gnstitutions. Thése models,

N 1
2

hﬁwgveri are most often based on information and’ or nizational processes
commorr only to the institution at which the model was developed. The models

. are more concerned with hierarchial structures and direction of authority or
. : - . ) -
activity, and do not address themselves to the complex factors related to

A

. success or failure of instructdonal dévelopment~pgpgrams. .
rd\zyﬁe~0f instruc-

-

~.

[3

Research is necessary iﬁto'thé*¢evelopmgnt of a thi

/

~flonal development models: one°that can define as well as demonstrate relation-

. ' /. N .
ships between factors that will facilitate successful ID efforts within higher
ne I _ @ ‘

.

edu fion; -\




2.
Several real pfbblems in the deVelopment,of such a moﬁel are iﬁhediately

apparent. First, much of the information generated to daﬂé has been purely

\ by

anecdotal. Success factors deemed imprtant in one given ¢ontext, may not be

B '
1 .

appropridte or useful in another institutional setting with different admini-~

strative; faCUlty, staff and student populations.
. \ ;

Besides 'this lack of generalizability between’ contextual settings, a
| .
second~;?3blem is in the definition of’specific success factors or variables

't

Lach person involved in the ID process has a different perception of those

,

B fyariables that are important. Those factors gene

téq’by developers one

\ d
procedures. Moreover, producers are concerned abou

/resources, staff and
;s 0 ’

]
of both their staff and resources; and all are concerned about their respec-

tive financial support.  In order to develop a model that can examine all

: W . :
aspects it would be necessary to have success factors enerated from all -

grOupsiﬁnvolved\in the ID process. These'numc¥0us factiors would need to be

restated, and similar factors consolidated into termino ogy common to all

TN N,
groups. : . . v

r

.A third problem in the develéﬁmgnt of a model relatles to the inter-

relationships that exist between factoré}‘.édministrativ support of an ID

-

——— . Center, for example, is closely reié@ed to thevfoial budgetary support given

—

to the Center;rhﬁﬁy ﬁodellthat might\be produced, thefeﬁare; should be able

to show the relationships between factors, as well as their influence upon one

-

. R { s
another. .

In summary, data needs to be obtained from a wide variety of subjects

" involved in instructional development within higher education in order to de-

equipment; faculty are concerned about theT® own academic control, time, and P

&
1



/

'\\\gevelop@S:f and the 'change support process" (p. 251), Product develo::e;:\\\\\\‘

\\\? ‘ | 3.
y ‘.

5 . , L .
fine and/ assess the factors that are considered crucial to the organization of

ID prog ams.‘ S:::'input could then be utilized to demonstrate the inter- —_—
;elatio ships between factors and their relative inmportance within existing
organizational strugtures. The resulting model could then be used by fD staff
or administrators to optimize or facilitate ID efforts within their own

organizational context.

by ~,

REVIEW OF Lﬁ?EBATURE ON INSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT MODELS, ’

\ #

A. The Instructional Develogment Process

One of 6he most comprehen51ve surveys of procedures and models of system- /

~atic educational development  is provided by Baker (1973) Baker cites the

work of development theorists‘such as Banathy (1968), Borg & Hood (1968),

Briggs (1970), Glennan (1967);\Gilbert (1962), Glaser (1966a, 1966b), '

Johnson (1969), Mager & Beach (1967), McNeil (1968), Popham & Baker (1971),

)

Schutz (1970), and Stowe (1969). New texts on the systems approach in the
developmenf of‘;RStxuctional‘hdterials ihglu books by Davies (1971), Baker
&\Schutz (1971), Davis, Alexander and Yelon (1974), Gagné & Briggs (1974) and

Gerlach\&\\}y (1971). \Basically ost instructional developers detail proced-

es which 1ncludf the specirlcation of behavioral obJectives, pretests,

S 1

selection of

?

‘structional activities, resources and environments, posttests,
and the revision of materials or procedures on the basis of empirical data.

Baker (1973) makes a clear distinction between instructiénal preduct

focuses interest on the development of specific materials, while the change
prOCéss;orientation fo&uses on people and organization within education.

Schutz-(1970) has argued for a.merger of the two approaches in order to ensure

| 3

that validated instructional products gain entry into ongoing educational
. N v

/

5

-




organizations. Baker (1973): however, notes that procedures for 'chdnge sup-
port involves comprehensive question of organizational change, and various

forms of innovations have idiosyncratic suppoxt requirements" (p. 252).

\

B. \Research inte Instructional Development
N .
Sgith and Murray (1975) conclude their study

the status of research

models o’ roduct development with the sfatement that\'there is‘pracﬁically

no sqlid empirical‘évidence to justify the prescriptive \yse of development

and evaluation models in instructional product development¥ (p. 17). The’
¢ J :

LR

onclu5112 is made by Helwig (1974) who also suggests that educational

technoldgy address itself to the whole edycational system of’ people and

organizatien, rather than to hardward and products alone.
) \
Baker (1973), despite extensive research in the field herself, looks

"forward to writfngs which did not prescribe, on the basis of faith alone,

legions of procedures" (p. 277). She too suggests thay inquiry is needed .

e

rganizational contexts.

into procedures that are successful within particular

'\\\ Despite the lack of conclusive hard research eyidence, whether by "faith

\ \
alone", by intuition,‘gf by experi§qce with successful practical applications,

|

educators are proceeding with instrdﬁtional development activities on their
campuses. \Rfseafch must continue on the ID process to achieve more opera-

' \
tional definitions of concepts and variables, and develop more effective

'S '

tools to' measure the effect of the process.upon both the learner and the
\ . . \ . _
teacher. At the same time, however, study must’ be made into the complex

task of facilitating ID efforts into the organizational structure of insti-

tutions of higher education.
I

C. Recommendations for Success in Instructional Development .

.Reéent lith;EFre‘on instructional development programs in higher educa-

6
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tion “indicates somé degree of consistency in advice from various"50urces;
The following success factors are listed .in the order of. their apparent

- ____importance as evidenced by the frequency of their mention within the public- ' ‘

~ .
- )

ations reviewed,

. ’ N B .
1. Committment by the institution. This general "factor w discussed

by the majority of authors as essentidl ia\the establishment ok\an effective

\
A\

program of instructional development on campué. Both Diamond (1974) énd

Purdy (1975) sfé;e that the édministration is;r;sponsible for the communica-
tion én c§§9u§ of problems and the.néed for cﬁange White%ieldrand Brammer

- (1973), DeBloqiﬁ & Alder»(l973), and Lés\(l97l) all écfessithat this support

-

. must -be forthcoming from eith the president or provost in charge of
\ .

scademic affairs. The cregfion of an "innovational climate" by administra-

tion is élso sgressed by.Alexandér & Yelon (1972), Diamond (}975), Lee (1972)

and Purdy (1975). - ‘ - | _ S \
.'Commiftment by tpe administration, h;wever, is measur;d'by‘mgst authérs |

in.terms of budgetary support for ID Ceﬁters: DaBloo@s & Alder (1973);

Diamond (1975)\;\\Lee\(197 , 1972); Popham (1974); Stowe (1971); and Whitefield

& Brammer (1973). Tﬁis specific factor is ciearly the most frequent success

variable cited by those ID Centers canvassed by Alexander and Yelon (1972).

Another indication of administration's committment which appears to ef- S
¥ . S . . ~
‘ / : : . .
fect the succegs of ID programs is the position of the ID Center within the e
$ hierarchy of‘fge"institution. In reporting on fifteen ID Centers cdrrently in/

/ N

operaSXQn througheut North America, Alexander & Yelon (1972) report'th@z/ghe~ \,

-

majority were operated fram/g central position, whereas the remainder were
- e : b

operatéd within individual ‘Colleges or Departments. Diamond-{1975) stresses ;,//
. / . :

o/ " » .
Y the Aecessi}y for ID services to be controlled centrg}li/;ith decision-making

———— . ) ¢

policieslb ing médéréivfﬁéLViEE‘Presidggg}al lev




“~

‘tenure, release time, etc.
N .

o | \
\ | ) ~
clearly defined between ieges and Departments. Lee (1972) also argues that

7
/ ot

the director szog;d’not only be given academic rank equal to faculty colleagues,
/ . . .
but alsg sZz;} fave the power to make policy decisions in relation to the ID

projects urder development/f’fa describing their own-pperations, four ©f the fif-
teen Centers in the Alexander and Yelon study speoifically ment;ph the position

of the ID Director in the Administrative hierarchy as an,essential factor.

~ o @

2. Faculty Rewards. Ihe current reward structure in existance, partic—.

= \ -

-

ularryr at old stitutlons of hlgher education, has had a strong negatlve in—
fluence upon efforts~to 1mprove teaching and learning. Benston/$l973) repeats
the common argument that,faculty are rewarded for research not for teachldg.
Good teaching he argues, does bring a certain levei of prestiée to the profes—‘/

-

“instead of positive reward, a good teacher flnds the work load’is. in—;'

4

~ .

creased when 1mprovement efforts are undertake. Benston, as well as all other

. R

P . .
authors reviewed, stress the importance of providing incentive for 1mpovement &

%n Eeaching.thr0ugh changes in current out-dated standards‘for promotion, merit,
© .

A

3.° Skills of the ID Staff.- The first success factor which is related |

the ID Center directly appears well down the list, after the above two factors
related to the administrative structure of the campus. ?Ee;§55t important in-

ternal factor described'by most authors relates directly to the range and quality-of

the professional skills available to faculty at the Center. Specific.skills

. . \ , =
metitioned by authors ranged from personal dynamics skills such as diagnosis of
7 . .

personal needs and counseling; skiﬁls reqoired to move thrOugh thwaD process

such as the definition of goals, selection of strategies etc; technical skills

related to the design, production and implementation of instructional materials}

s

and skills related to the eValuation of needs, people, materials and programs:
Alexander & Yelon (1972); DeBloois & Alder (1973), Diamond (1975), Lee (1972),

Lindquist (1975;?\Pﬁ?ﬁ§/?l974), and Whitefield & Brammer (1973)7

!

, .
’ 8
.
v -
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__facilities.

‘. He calls for-both administration and the Center to have clearly. identified

" effect of the program under, development.

~in eyaluatiom procedures.

5 | Vl A R

Closely related to the "human" resources

4. Resources and Facilities.
noted above, most of the same authors cite the need for physical resoufces and.

These include office, library and media reso6urces (both hardware

-~

and software) necessary ﬁpr'the design, pro

on, implementation and evalu-

, . -
ation of new teaching resources and programs.
-oe‘?, ’ . - ‘:, N

5. Evaluation pof Programs. ess the need

‘A smaller number of authors s

b '

- for programs of evaluation,
. " . . ?

goals and objectives,pfesumably to give guidance in the selection of development

projects, as well as to proVide‘a yardstick against which to measure the final

Popham (1974) stresses the need for

~/’/
complex and

LA

B \
focusing of student achievement ré?ults as a means of getting at the

difficult task of measuring ‘teachinlg effectiveness. Both‘hee (197L)1and

e ) v

LS e

Lindquist (1974) cite overall program eyaluation as another essential cOnsideration.

. .

In the review of ID Centers by Alexa r and Yelon, several Centers list evalu-

ation of-ongoing programs as a key fa t‘y, and stress the need for consistency
. o R’ , . e )

6. Faculty.Openness to Change.

é%gongest4evidence of the efficacy of

this factor is found in the Alexander and Yelon book

teen ID Centers ‘mention ‘the 1mportance of th;q factor,

l\

At least nine of the fif-

making it second only to

budgetary support as a critical factor in pro%&ting instruetional development on

campus

o

o

a(f

Lindquist (1974) devotes his article to a consideration of. "change

/

models" useful in promoting'innovation on the campus. {ufdy €f§75) states “di-

x

s

rectly that the faculty's- openness to change will seriously effect development

efforts on campus.
ulty are Jnvolved in the charge process that efforts oﬁ,administratOrs may be s

in vain.

-

\

Both Lindquist and Purdy, however, suggest that unless fac—

sy

ey

s
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In'the Alexander. and Yelon book, at least one third of thé ID Centers inciu§e§\;

their ID programs. ' : : o

7. Student Attitudes. Few articles directly consider the needs of stu-
o i l ‘ ) . - o .
dents, wor try to relate their attitudes to the development process. Only two

of the fifteen Centers in the Alexander and Yelon book mention the importance \

i v Cr

of positive student attitudes. Diamond (1975), however, lists 'a relavant cur-
riculum" as-a primary factor. He explains that the curriculum should be rele:;

vant to the present and future needs of the student, as well as to-the community,

©
1

society, and to existing psychological and social factors.
&

8. Focus of the ID Center. This factor seems to be a concern primarily of

those ID Ceaters that have developed beyond early stages. D1amond (1975)

stresses the need for the ID Center to focus on large scale prOJeCtS which uti-
lize the full range of the ID process. By selection well planned projects\

' !
good prospects for success, and by following through. on “all development phase

at a collegial of departmental level (rather thag,at an individual or c0urse"

1evel), rOJects have a better suxv1v1al chance as w 11 as a better chance of
having a slgnlflcant effect upon wide group of learners, and faculty.

)

list this level of focus as an important success variable in the operation of

/. : ‘ METHOD

Instrumentation .
4

The first step in the determination of factors that facilitate the successful

T ——

operation of an Instructional DeVelopment Center was to examine-existing opinion

~

as reported in the }%:erature Thus, the eight factors llsted above we der1ved

A

Secondly, the opinion of staff students anJ’faculty who knew abo:
b

lnst‘uctlonal

.
development washsougH:by a questionnaire (Appendix,A) sent to thirty Egoﬁie/at~

several institutions. Ten qj&stionaire -were returned.’, e

v

Analksis of this preliminary data yielded, however, a high degree of ' P ,
g . / S

10




consistency in naming variables. Similar factors were combdined, reworded, and-

then amalgamated with the above data taken from the literature. A pilot,queJ:_

s v . ¢
tionnairi cdmposed of seventeen- factors (Appendix B) was then distributed to

Y

: - . .
respandents at two large north-easterp’universities. Analysis of this second
oo : . . » s .
) . e N . &
.rOund)of responses-indicated that factors related to faculty characteristics

were too-limited. Other fasﬁoés were not clearly worded or had no clear alter-
. AN »

. ,/)' + . .
natives.  For example, the issue of long dange’development projects needed to

1

‘be balanced by a prigrity for small projects with quick turn-a-roud. time.

-

- . N - )
The final quéstionnaire contained twenty factors produced by the above

‘ series of trla s and pilots. Each respondent was/asked to mgke three judgements
’ .about4each factor on this final questlonnaire (Appendix/égf/ First, they ﬁe;e
asked to rank each of the factors in order oﬁ/zmpo;tance from 1 to 20. Second,
respondents were asked to rate each’ faggor,s—potentlal‘to“%@rﬂmﬂapnlated by the

administration of the institution. Thlrd Tespondents were. aekedltg_£§te each

\1

“on its ab111ty to be manipulated by the Instructlonal Development

\ o

These last two judg@ments,were rated\on a five point scale (1 re

factor a
S

Cent€r.

-

":/; senting maximum”manipula;}on and.5 least manipulation). S—
/'/jf/'f~ Respondents. ///' E l’;v‘,,,J/>>'”'”“"'ﬂ>ﬂ4ﬂd
N : T T
; =" graduate studentslln‘Instruct1onal Development (n=18),

. - : - /
¢ional instructional developers (n=12), together with some faculty (n=8)
(n=2) familiar with instructional development. They were

v

ities practising

> ‘ ) ‘ } !—

" °  Data analysis.
' , ’ ~ T-
dent were converted into three

The three judgments'made by each res
e . ’ -~
LT .
> types of dependeﬁt‘measures./ An analysis‘was udertaken separately for each of
e R ’ :
o e ) ’ . .
/ the tbree types of depepdent ‘measures. The three types were: . S

11 | /

EMC ‘v .b 3 . ’ . ' ' 'A .

DR o ovies o e !
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

measure the mean profiles of the groups were/eontrasted. The number of groups
o . ¥ . . * .

gtwentieth to Fhe group membership. The.use of this statistic would become more
. ; .

; . -~ 10
5 . . , ) .
. - . : PO A ) . v . .
(a) the factor ranks; (b) a weighted rank for administration manjipylation ob- - , ~ ‘
. / ’ . ; ' .
tained by multiplying the factor/fank by its rated manipulabion potentialj = - o

and\(c) a weighted rank for instructional development center manipulation ob-

- - -

'

tainedsimilarly. Means for all respondents for each of the_three vdriables

are foond in Appendix D. - . _ \\

PRPCA—— 0

Uslng an algorlthmlc technlque developed by Ward (1963) and made avail-

able as a_computer prOgram (Veldman, 1967; Nielsen, 1975), both the factors

ities ’ .

in responge “among people and among factors. . Grouping according tof this

algorithm minimizes the within-group variance and uses the measure o
; . ne .

. Tx

) . g b . . : . , e
between fdctors or respondents 1n/mult1d;men51onal space as an index_.of -

“ s

similaryéy.“ - o - . ~
Oncg'the groups of respondents were formed on‘each_type‘of-dependent

o

‘\ : . - . " . ' B
~ determined by the algorithm was limited-to four or less in order to facilitate

meaningful comparisons in-the analyses. The compositions of" the groups. . ot

©

formed by the algorithm were compared with groups formed by considering the

respondent's academic rank; a chi-square test ofFlndependence was used.

-

each factor in turn, the mean rank for each respondent group.was com-

0 L)

pdred us1ng the modlfled least s1gn1£1cant difference procedure (p— Ol) The

!

use of this procedure at the chosen level bf slgnlflcance was cons1dered “appro~

s

priate, and su@ficientlyconservatlve since each” factor only contrlbuted\one/

\

\ ;
‘ . 4

.questionabl ‘as the pumber of factors was decreased. . - e

7 /q
1] . . / - .
In brder to‘mlnlmmze the nﬁmber and types of grouplng analyses, the term -

. ’

"clustering' will be used to refer to factors grouped according to the '

!

algorithm, and the term grouping to refer to respondents groupeﬁ aCCOrdlng . ’ i
. » ‘ .
: . / %
* . , . o ) ‘a‘ i
LT s 1
j 7‘:‘,-,,—, P A A ) | |
- ‘ ‘ |




S the same algorithh. ' ¢ “
) - . - RESULTS .
‘A. Anal&szsfb{xfactor rankings
' . 1.\“Qlusterih§\the factors: When using the factor ranks as dependent

measures-, similar factors.t763e§ to cluster together according to response

patterns. Thus;\yithin the twenty factors, ﬁ&ngLE}usters pere producedy

‘(Tahle 1). The four clusters may be broadly characterized as: (1) administra-
[ . 'Y ‘ ‘ ' RN
tive' support fagtors; (2) instructional development policy factors; (3)y&§mpus

L 'olimate factors;eand (@)_IDC\imdge faotors. These clusters produced through

\

c . g ‘. N - ’
b \\.thealg%fithm described above were then used as the basis of the following

ﬂL\~,///analysés of the respondents. o ,j' . ~ ’

. @L . \ -
e e e -— :
. “— \ e’ o - .
Ta_ Y ~ . T
T .

R e — - - o
A » . . s
#

N\
2. ng the responde tsw The respond ’iI , Were flrst

s
-

rojiped accorﬂtggyi
to their acadenric statgs admlnis afbr faculty, ID pe&sonnél, an \

‘However, in thls atura gr0up1ng ﬁhere were\no slgniflcant differences ‘.t-
o E$én mean ranks for eﬁnh\{aptor. Respondents were then grooped by the algorlthm
&ﬁ 1 Ch .8 . ‘ -
gﬁiq " process produced\ three\segarate grOOps of‘respondents. Membershipiln
o T~ P

‘Group A, B, or C was, deflned hy -the algorzthm\as a"similarity in response patterns
&
over the twenty factors on:the questlonalre. When mgmbership of algorithm glOuns

B
wgre compared with status groups no 51gn1f1cant trends in membershlp were appar-

. X : £ /
. ‘ent (Chl square &'96 df 6, p— 53). Thus, none ~of the gr0ups formed by the _
. ‘a
— algorlthm could be sald to be representative of A partlcular academic 'group.
\ ;- A$§h0ugh the status group mean ranks on fac;ors showed no signlflcantsjlffer-,
AN » o IR
///K' . ences, the algoflthm groups showe& aitFerences (p- 01) on a number of fact
5 (## 3\ 4, 6,12, %f 15,18, 20; sEQ\Table 2). '
‘ 4\“7%?5\”:” i*ﬁ~ s N ) ‘
i <N e
i ~ “‘ A\
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nation of the response plots of the respondents in groups A, B and ;?

“ B
™~

C (Figures 1\;3}063234), it can be seen that each group rates one cluster of f\ /

; ™, '
factors more‘favsrgy‘qtthan the other two. In these four figures the mean facr :

tor ranks on .the vert

al axis represeﬁt the twenty original factors, thus the

lowest mean rank indiéate _the most highly favored factdr ln Figure 1 it is

N [
. ,
N evident that those respondeiﬁx\who favor faetQrs relatei/to ‘the ad istrative

:\§uppoft cluster can be seen as members of a group (Bﬁhthat responds consis
:utly In Figure 2 another grOuu of respondents favor factors related to the N N
1D polic; cluster (C); and in "Figure 3 a third group of respégdents favor fac- .::

. tors related to the 1nst1tulionel climate cluster'\A). In Figure 4, however,

h respon&ents show, no such Zonsistency in favoring factors related to campus ID
/

N N N
" N » .

image. W‘ﬂh only three factors in this cluster, .it is péthaps'diffiCul;'to . N
obtain éux overall‘paﬁtern.\‘
' On the basis of this.analysis it can be tentativelyléugge§ted that groups
formed by the groupiug ahalysis .tend to" respond on thesbasis of.the valuef and
concerns of the person-rather than by position and }uuction thor she holds

‘within the orgenization} Thus, a description,o, group characteristics by status

ppears less useful in detdrmining the main ¢oncern of thg'membe:s of each

gr0up than\\escription based upon algorithmic grbupidyg. “The latter,alloﬁs the
/
isolation of an 1nd1vidual member's concerns and also appears to isolate the = °

potential motivatingdconcerns within the university community. % S
5 N y ’

~
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B. Analysis of ranks weighted for administrative manibulation ;
\ ' . . -
1. Clustering the’'weighted factors: When using the first weighted

average as'a dependent variablef}actor rank multiplied by the rating for the

s

-

adninistrative manlpulation\;sthree clusters of factors were génerated by the

algorithm. These new cluste

. °

were not dissimilar to those clusters obtajned
. . / ~ ’
~ under the analysis of the %éctor rankings. The first cluster invelved factors
related to administrative support and policy; the second cluster involved fac~ /

tors related to institutionai;climate; and the. third cluster involved factors
- \ >

related to both IDG image and faCU ty skills.

s, administrators are viewed as being

about administration and pOllCleS. l
] ! °
~ more concerned with policy th iﬂh inst1tutional cﬁimate and even less with
the IDC image and faculty skill acggrs. In many respects these three clusters ?
— e

’

*\\Eegresent factors that range on a Zgnd\nuum (central to perlpheral) of'

\\

admi\l tration copce¥ns.
3 ’/‘ /r

f pzng the reépoddents When iﬂﬁjects were grouped dn the basis

. « -
of the administrative‘manipulatioh weighted,factor ran§s, two main groups emerged 7
-/ o . . - R

. -
~ L
-

(X, n=21; Y, n=18).’ These groups_were'not composed of the same respondents/asf”
in;the previous analysis of factorkranks; only SOZ of eac;\hifg? was grog ed to-

: gether‘previ0usly. These groups were again not characterized as’ represe ting any L
particular academic status groups (Chi—sduare—G 38, \df =6, p=.383). From (an

‘)‘ .
analysis Qf the profiles, group Y in this analysis was more concerned With admln—

istrative issues thap.group X (Figure 5), while group X was mere concerned with
factors related to ipstitutional climate‘kFigure 6). Although not statistically
significant, the two administratgpsﬁin*the‘sample fell in gr0up Y. When the

. .. / . N .

respondents were grouped on tﬂeir'administrationkwaighted ranks three group8

were in fact formed. c;bup Z,.the third group contained only oné respondent
. - ‘ ' :




algorithm. This respondent (an instructional developer)~tenaci0usly rated
IDC image ‘and faculty ggills factors more highly than the other two grOup;:

He also rated these same factors more highly than the other two clusters:of

factors. | ' .
As with the previous énaiysis the sample can be characterized by its res-

ponses although the mean ranks of groups X and Y only dlffered significantly

--«.)
.

on two factors (## 14 and 18,_p=.Ql). Gr0up Z dlffered signiflcantly from both

A

o ~N groups X and Y on five factors ## 3, 10, 11, 12,'15) qn ffom gropp X on two K

additional factors (## 13 and 14). . .

. . LT . -
i \ N -

C. Anqusis of ranks weighggﬁ“fbinlDCrmanigulation.
- 1.“Glustefihg the ;eighfed féc;ors: When second weigﬁted average was
\\‘ used as a depenéeht vafidb&e (factor ra;ks muikiplied the rating .for the IDC
%mnipulation), the grquplng algorlthm produced two clusters of items. One

- EEBSCEI mlg;}/ha terde 1nternal IDC related factors (## 1, 3, 4, 6, 8 10 W

yﬂliv 12, 13,716, 17, 19); while the second cluster might be termed extérnal to ‘o

.!C (1e. campus wide) factors (#h, 2, ]

) 7,9, 14, 15, 18, 20). This fnterese- . .

he respondentis gr0uped'on the basis of their Weighted. P

[

ranks, two groups were formed (P, n=31; Q, n= 9) [These groups again did not

X

[ form on acadgmic status 1ines (Chi- Square—Z 1, df=3, p=. 51} Eight members of

groun Q were included in ‘group X in the administration ‘weighted rank analysis TN

(witp the additional méﬁggflbegpg the renegade from group Z). Eight members of ‘q..
. : \“\\ : o _ ) -
group Q-were also previously includea\in\gF0up A in the initial factor rank
,‘ : . \\\m \ L 3
- analysis. In both previous analysis the members of group Q were associated with.

-~ 7

L/ ) P : .
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. , ' ~ AN
others that ranked climate factors as most impbrtaqt. In this analysis group

N members tend to favour external fsdtors, R€Nce they might be characterized

as 1nterestcd in rélationbhips and factors outside an IDC. The larger group

P (n=31) myght be chdracterized as IDC centered. This group is primarily

-
. ] -

interested in the manner in which the center Operateé and is suﬁported by the

administration. 'Using the modifieqd least significadt difference pgocedufe

. . \
(p=.01), signifjcant gontrasts between these two growps were found for six of
the factors (## 1,6, 9, 10, 11, 14). -

N .

15
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DISCUSSION

» The factors generated through the studytappedred to be adequate to elicit

-

specific attitudes from respondents and were useful in sorting them into groups.
Further study, however, is needed on the definftiOn of the factors so as to be
able tio place each'specificaIly into definite categories. Each factor also
needs to Be re-examined for operational.definition. For example, factor #2,
"administration;s support of the IDC" was vague and did not include specific

reference. to the nature of support as did ## 12, 15, 20, .

« L, . : 1 .
The results of this preliminary study suggest a re—-evaluation of the common

L4

conception of the concern's of various individuals within higher education about
. ’

~

instructional development activities. Catagorization of "an individual's .

-

concerns according to academic status appears to be inadequate. Instead of this
"

.‘standard'grouping technique, this study seems to indicate a more appropriate

grovplng of individuals would be according to the slmilarity-of their .response

patterns. It might also be conjectured that 1dentif1cation of these groups

-

might also allow-the bringlng together of 1ndiv1duals who could work together

harmonlously to facllitate instructional developmknt prqgrams )
! "’*4 .
Generally, there appear\¥b be threé gﬁ&ﬂ styles or. concer;§ that 1dentify
"6‘

) different groups: first, thosémconcerned”w1th admlnistratiwz‘support factors,

- . v

N —
secpndly, those concerned with instructdienal development policy factors; add ‘
y .

"thirdly, thgse concerned with 1nStitutional climate factors The weight of

factors d‘ﬁ%hﬂing upon the degree oﬁkmanlpulability by e1ther adminlstratlon

or\the 1DC provided an inslght 1nto those factors for which a partlcular group _
e

felt responsibillty. For example, alth0ugh some grOup\édfferences were observed
y . “ LI !

when ranks were weighted on administrative mad@gulation, both groups ranked the

clusters of factons related to administrative’ support and 1D policy higher than -

- N .
. \\ » . ¢

‘the clusters of, factors related to climate, 'faculty, skilIs; or IDC image.
{ - rd

|
j

k4
N
]

.

.

"
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power within the institution. As a beginning, the inter-relationships between
. A3

AN
- similar "concerns'" within the institution:.might be grouped by the algorithm
. . v .

17

. : ) - N > ~
\ ’ . v
v Future studies should also include more respondents from a wider population
B A :
N .

base representing a wider variety of institutions, and levels of academic status

s

- i ;
than was obtained in the present sample. However, if the response patterns are .

maintained‘in>su8éequent studies, and similar groups are formed, then the ins-

n. . .

trument andfﬁfocedures developed in this study appear to be able to predict -

the types of gécto;s that concern each member of the algorithmic groups,?

independent of either the institution or thevacademic status of the fespondent.
.%he graph;c display of‘a model that can illustrate the interrelationship

of factors that facilitate instructional development is most difficult to plot

at this early stage. Three -different rankings wefe“analyzed in this study and

respondents' priorities shifted depending upon their perception of manipuIaEive

-

b - o

factor ranks alone are demonstrated by a systems diagram (Figure 8). 1In ghts
diagrém-the essential clusters of factors derived from the grouping algorithm

are maintained. Arrows between factors indicate direction of inflﬁegce.q The
, .

changing focus of concerns with weighted ranks (administrative of IDC manipu=

B ‘ ' “ * '4
lation) is demonstrated by asterisks beside the three most favored factorg in gg’k
each category. 3 ' - ' ' ! - : i \

While the generalizability of this.preliminary model cannot be assured (mg\

' ’ ¢
at this time, the techmique for producing the model seems to have implications

for assecsing attitudes towards instructional development wherever the procedures

1
%

are utilized. By administering the questionaire (Appendix.c) individuals with -
- : /] -
e

technique. Once The key factors are clustered, model might bé produced. Such
\ . . . SN .

a model could- then dccount for the inter-relationships of factors asoﬁhey related -
S ~ I - S . N :
to the specific organizational context of the given institution. Besides isolate-

ingahlgh pﬂ!@rity factors, this technique could also pfovide a means of

T (! . :

19
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predicting a given inddividual's support or commih:ment,xoﬁard a particular

/

.

factor, .

A\Y
This study also seegé to indicate that there mdyabe some danger in one
. w3 )

- , . % .

group (either status d¥/algorithm) focusing on one cluster of factors as most

essential in proégiing instructional development. The analysis of responses,,
. . . *

to the IDC manipulation weighted factor ranks supports this view.. Ifka group

views its authority as ‘only being able to manipulate factors within the IDC,

¢ ,

then that‘group can become primarily concerned with issué}\suchvas staff size,

skills, quality of productis. ' None ofbtheée féctors, however, are considered

very important in the admi iéfrative'manipulation weighted factor ranks. An

IDC that concentrates on tlidse factors alone, without concern for external‘:
L .

Y . oL

administrative policy and campus attitudes may find }tsélf isolated and with-

-~

out the s@pport“of adminiéi%ation of faculty;
In summary, the factors that influence instructional developmegé‘in

higher education‘appear,‘in the sample chose, to be largely determinéd by th@

"concerns" of the individual respondents. The factors cluster together in -
line with these concerns. Groups identified through the algorithm in this
study.tended to hawe more consistency in favoring specific clusters of factors

than did. traditienal groups defined b@xheademic status. The development of
a model to both define key factors and demonstrate inter-relationships bétween

factors that can facilitate instructional deVéiopment has been suggested, The
chief problem in defining dg; such mo@é& lies in the shifting focus of  concern

depending upon thevviewpoint'ofVany?individual in relation to his/her role in

-

. N 3 .
the instructional development ﬁroéessw In the meantime, however, an awareness -
- LI v . ) - ' .
of the main factor clusters and of how .tHe .ID staff, faculty and administration
/ .

view their role in the ID process can be achieved by the techniques.described
in this study. Top priority factors demonstrated in this study were seen as

PN

K 20
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‘those in cluster 1: 3dminis£fation's support through budgetary 8uppoft,‘the.
placement of the IDC in the institution’s hierarchy, and rewards for faculty; -

and IDC.related'factors such as the skills.of the étaff, Director, and the
quality of the products produced. o
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Table 1 Clusters of factors grouped on #ii;ﬁig;&’
Factor numbers iigﬁef/€:/:;;an;x c).

Cluster Type

/

of factor xggkéf

1 Administrative
and staff _

2 Policy toward
instructional
development‘

3 . Climate
4 © 'Image .

i.,

3

57914 18
16 17 19

ra

g

« e

©

il

—
. R el
/," / o
. ///, -
Tab;grz Slgnlflcant contrasts on mean, factor ranklngs uslng i
e the modified least sxgnlflcaq; dlgfgfgggg.pr
'/,/ (p—- 0 l)
" Factor number ‘Siﬁnificant contrasts between groups*
.3 A Aith'di B with C ! \
4 A with B N -
6 A'with C -
12 A with B
14 A with B
15 B-with C _ .
18 A with B} Alwith C B
20 A with C; B with'C - X‘

* The letterssA, B, C refer to the group’s formed

and plotted in figures 1 through 4.
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"TASK ONE:

' . '\.
- »

’API@{D IX A.

I

" FACILIFATIVG IVSTRUCTIONAL D&VTLOPMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION -

DELPHI PANEL

n

.Develqpment.

\

R egzyour llst is comple, iﬁdicage your name and

List. below all those Eactors that you consider i
suc¢essful operation of an 1nst1tutional Center for Instructional
%@u mady use additional paper, if neided

’
Ihy

oy ; octom, .and’ return at your earliest convenience to:

Iawrason
provided).

ey

Cempleted by ’ .

34

Institution

‘Position
\

A

, Dr.

*

32.

/

Robin

Nedia Learning Qenter, Temple University (envelope

mﬁprtant in the r

nstitution at the

.
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. - K ¥ APPENDIX B. ' - : -
% ' , .
- Project tolédentify Factors Influencing Instructional Development in >

s Higher Educatien '

- -
.

Initial results to the first open-ended questionnaire indicate the folldwing
factors as being among the most important. Read all these over, and decide which
you feel is the most important. You may add other factors at: tbe bottom or on:the
back of this page. ) v

. '~v; -t*'

- FIQST: RANK the factors in the order you: belgﬁve most important in terms of

» makirg instructional development work on campus (1 most important)

NEXT: ‘gRAngeach factor' srability to be manipulated by an 1nstru€f;/ al develop-
# ment’ centdr. .Use a scale of 1-to 5 (little manipulation poégible to max-

- - .imum pafiipulation possible). 7 _
. # / — .
° . Factor : - Rank , Abiljity to be

”, -

Importance manipulated

- F - T —— '
P R (T T '
//////’Financ1a1bstab111ty of the. imstitufion

¥

///' © _Administration's suppor:/of/igf Center "
- ‘. \4 ) o ' - ) N

4 - . _’;/ o ., . .
Innovational climate of the insticution - . ’

budgetary support for the Center .

“Opennessof faculty to change = | S . . .

Rewards provided for faculty for ID work

(94

Campus image of the ID Center . - : ] .
Position of the IDC & Directo% within institution
- £kills of the ID Director (ID & personal) ) ) ¢

Size of the ID staff

Skills of the ID staff . e - 2 .
§ ) ’ : i .
Yo Range of IDC services available to faculty .

Prior success record of the IDC

Quality of the completed products

- ‘\,}

Continuation of projects startLd.through‘ )
systematic evaluation and refunding . ' -
' ! / ’ ) . \ ? ’ il

Size and diversity of the insitituion's programs

Fositive' attitudes of students.

=

'

- Name ' Position
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IHNU‘Tl'JH!l-bjﬂ}j}_er(QrS InflueLcing Instructional Development in. Higher ‘Education

0 . N % . T . ]

Inest ract (onal devetapment s gencratly defined as a H)'HL(‘I!H(‘.[( privess

which ts cmploved o the design, poduct fon, and cvaluation of (nstruct tonal
materiats, The process Involves anilyvsts of cuarriculum poals and objectives,
learner charactertstics, 1ppropxl|1-‘tv\chiny wethods, and optimal learning
resourees, L

From your particular role withiin the university (admigpistrater, faculty,
instructional developer, ID gruaduat¢ student etc)\,) examine the following factors
* which influence the successful operation of insté\stional development in higher
education. Then... - ™ - :

. s
K E

YIRST: 'RnNA the factors in the order you beliéve most important in terms of
NmaZ}ny instructional development work on campus. Rank factors 1 to 20.

SECOND: RAZY each factor s potential to be manipulated by an instructibnal
development center. Use a scale af:l to 5 (1 representing maximum
manipulat fon possible, and 5 for a factor that is not easily
7 manipulated). oo
- - THIRD: ~ 240E each factor again on its ability to be manipulated by the
’ administration of the university. Use the same 1 to 5 scale.

I . . 1. 2. 3.
Factors : . . Rank |IDC manpltn| admin manpltn
, / : (1-20) | (1-5) (1-5)
l.- Skills of the Instructional Developmont ,
___Center (IDC) staff _ : ' !
2, Administration’s suppdrt of khe'IDC.
"3, Slze & diversity of the academic programs N N N o

offered by the university

“.  Skills (ID & pe;sonal) of the‘ID.ditector

5. -Financial stab lit} of the univercity

6. .Existenceé of faculty p icy—making comm t”»5k§:::"’/7£//t‘“ S 55\\,
teefs)oon qppration of J1. ces. L~ . R :

7. Positive learning attitudes of st’aEHEE' V \\\\7\\\_' §
i , u v
8. Quality pf the completed instructional = . ' P
miterials . : ; -

9. Academic skills of the faculty

-

S -
10. Diversity of services available to
- faculty through the IDC. N - .

IR Co- .

see page T

T




m—;’ ot 2

Guestionalre on

L.

.

4

4

tn Hip,her' Ed.

s
t
©

35.

P bt 1. 2. ¥,
' Rank, | IDC manptr | admin manptn
L. Slze of ID staff
12. Position of the IDC & director within the , !
___helrarchy of the institution , ' S
t
13. Focus on long termllarge scale curriculum
____projects.
14 Innd@atibnal,ciimate'of the university
15. Budgetary support.for the\I.D.C.
- :
16, Rapid turn aroumd time forlday to day . /
, inqtructionaL«materials prqduction ) ~
/ . _
17. '(',nmpu}-;"’i'ma{;e of the I.D.C. P u
B f i
18, bpéness Qf faculty to change’ ‘ f
- o . ‘ l - ' \
R | \, T
9. Prior success record of the I.D. C -
“ s : E !
\ V “‘-A
~20. houaxds provided for faculty for t#me , b
' & works spent on I.D. activities | S B -
P [ - ! g N - .
. N | e :
DLEACE CONPLEDE FORM- AT YOUR EARLIEST CON deal”E A D ?ETLRJ IT DMMEDIATELY T0:
at Temple University: lat Svracuse University

Dr. Robin Lawrason .

Media Learning Center
Humanities Building

| Mr.-John Hedberg ‘
. Area of Instructional Technology
Huntington Hall #115 .

~
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APPENDIX D.
e
sk
P eans Scores and Rankings for Factors = ) =
e p ; S ) | T
- Factors o ! _— Rank IDC manpltn| Admin maJpltn
Factor S . nean rank| mean rank| mean -rank
1: skills of the IDC staff 5.57 3. | 9.05 1 |.15.4 6
2. Adm%éiﬁtration's support of the IDC .0 03.,9 -1 {12.33 3 4.78 1
R _Si;e & diversity of University's program 14,95 20 61.98 20| 28.53 12
R 4. Skills of the ID director. j "7.73 4 | 19.9 & | 13.1 3

e b

5. TFinancial stability of the university . -[ 12.18 13 | 56.63 18 | 29.78 13

‘_6. ’Faculgy poliéy Qaking IDC ‘committee 15.15 iS 34.37 15 ;_26,93‘ 10 i
{ . - 7 . S -
7. -Positive 19a¥d§ng attitudes of students .14.9 v 19 | 49.3 17 ' 54.9. §0¥3-
_8. Quaiit;Aof iAstruqﬁioq&l materials ‘ ' _8;474 5 11.28 2 ﬂ_,30.l§‘ 14
® 9. Academic skills of faculty o '1;.95 134 | 58.03 19 | 33.48 15
:;%/' lp. ingrsity of iDC services to f?culty . , 9.47 10 18.83..15 ' ~27.43nf’1;
| 11. Size of ID staff -~ -« _ :' "’ 14.1 18 | 39.6 16 zg;}35 8 .
. 12..Posi§ion f IDC & Dir in hierarchy 8.6 6 |29.43 120‘/i4.08 4
‘ /'13, Focus on long term projects ' ’ 13.33 17 #3.7 14| 33.73 16
14. Innovational climate of university . ) '8:6(' 5 J>28;03q$§liv 18;83 7
15." Budge'tary support for IgC ' ..’( .5.53' 2 | 16.68 4 | 7.28 ..2

-

16. Rapid turn around time Qn_daily’Prodﬁctn- ©13.25 16 21.13 7 48.75 19

¥ 17. Campus image of IDC~ 11.63 12 |23.75 . ¢ | 35.98 17
- _18. Openess of faculty to change 8.63 8 30.98 13 | 25.73. 9 -
- 19. Prior suécess record of IDC 10.83 11 | 26.68 43.0 18
20. Rewards for faculty for ID work ) 8.88 9 |27.03 10 | 14.4 .57 7
| o | o S ’ e
12 = ’ ‘/ // ’
. ) . ‘o ’ f;/'&', ; / .
Py

s & A7 7 -
. ) /‘//




